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Monk also imply a protracted reflux. The period between waves could plausibly have been half an hour or more.25 In shallow harbours, such as Alexandria's, the sea's return would have been particularly terrifying, with the tsunami multiplying enormously in height as it moved more slowly into the shallows and beyond.26 Comparative evidence makes it quite credible that its force could have tossed ships inland.27 It is also notable that later waves often cause as much destruction as the first.28 The event's impact on the imagination is clear from the number of independent sources which mention it, including several written before Procopius' usurpation began on 28 September A.D. 365, in the Anastasian Baths in Constantinople. Legitimate imperial proclamations took place in the morning, but Procopius held the ceremony at crack of dawn, a compromise between keeping up appearances and presenting his rule as a fait accompli.39 Ammianus had other ways of mocking his legitimacy, and did not stress the timing; some authors, however, drew attention to it. Themistius drew a parallel between Procopius' emergence from a shadowy existence and his dawn proclamation, and the great triple-wave: both were 'begun at night but rendered great in the daylight' (Or. 7.86b).4 For the Consularia Constantinopolitana, the two main events of the year, starkly juxtaposed, are the tsunami and the emergence of Procopius, referred to as 'the night-time bandit (latro nocturnus) and public enemy'. Socrates, another Constantinopolitan, meaningfully juxtaposes the two events (HE 4-3), erroneously placing the tsunami after the usurpation, and implies a connection between natural disaster and political crisis by concluding that 'while this was going on (to6mrow 6'i yevoCphvwv), neither state nor church was at peace' (4-4).41 (Socrates therefore also implies a relationship between the tsunami and the Arian sympathies which made Valens a villain to Catholic posterity, especially since his death at Adrianople could be providentially interpreted as divine punishment.42)
The first source obviously and indisputably to imply a connection between the earthquake and tsunami of A.D. 365 and the emperor Julian is Jerome's Life of Hilarion (40). He writes of 'the earthquake over the whole world, which happened after Julian's death, [when] the sea advanced beyond its bounds, as if God threatened an inundation again or all things were returning to the ancient chaos, and ships were left hanging on the side of mountains'. The calming of the great tsunami follows the saint's flight from Palestine under Julian, and is paired with his killing of a dragon -the metaphor would be obvious even without the explicit mention of Julian's death. There is no such blatant providentialism in Ammianus, and it would be an easy mistake to dissociate the 'lonely historian' from such approaches altogether, just as he has often been denied any firm polytheist feeling. Ammianus is precise in timing and dating, and clear in differentiating the various phases of earthquake, reflux, and return of the waters. His narration could be used uncorroborated to achieve a theory on the epicentre, force, and timing of the event which would differ little from one that took the full sweep of the evidence into consideration. I mentioned above the danger that sifting through the sources might sift out what was characteristically late antique, and Ammianus is at particular risk from an anachronistic and sanitized reading. Although he easily surpasses the rest in terms of accuracy, comprehensiveness, and scientific plausibility, he nevertheless stands next to Libanius as a foundational text for those arguing for a massive earthquake, with his claims of the uniqueness of the event and his description of fearsome terrors striding through the circle of the world (horrendi terrores summon up the Greek association of 46pog with earthquakes). The initial shocks make the whole earth shake, and Ammianus avoids mention of any precise localities until Alexandria and Methone: he therefore allows, although significantly he does not impose, the inference of a global catastrophe and of universal earthquake damage. In the context in which Ammianus was writing -when Jerome, for example, had recorded a worldwide earthquake -the inference would be an easy one to draw. On the other hand, the very brevity and vagueness of the description of the earthquake ('tremefacta concutitur omnis terreni stabilitas ponderis', 26.10.I6), as opposed to that of the tsunami, could be used to reach an opposite conclusion.51
Such manipulation -allowing a conclusion to be drawn -is not unprecedented in Ammianus, and provides a strong argument for a contextualized reading of the 'lonely historian', and against being dazzled by how easily he surpasses other authors in literary ambition and complexity. After all, not only does Ammianus (like all other sources) generalize from localized events into a seemingly worldwide catastrophe: he also generalizes under the influence of tradition, by having his earthquake preceded by a thunderstorm ( My argument begins with the suggestion that a common source ultimately underlies the narratives of Theophanes and George the Monk. George, who sometimes follows Theophanes, is obviously not doing so here. He has a significant quantity of additional or variant material, as well as a better understanding in places. Nor is it likely that he is following Theophanes' immediate source, as he has dated the event, wrongly and imprecisely, to the reign of Gratian: the two texts are plausibly cousins, not siblings.56 Table i illustrates the contents of each description.
George's narrative has considerably more detail. Some of this may be authentic (see (f) in the table); other parts are more likely to be padding out of his source (g). He has also joined the A.D. 365 event with a Bithynian earthquake of A.D. 368 or 369 (i). The similarities reside in two stories (a-e, h). The first is set in Alexandria and tells of the effects of the tsunami and the casualties caused by people failing to flee. The second (where the similarity is less pronounced) is found clearly in Theophanes, with only reflections in George. It is a tale of sailors whose boat landed on the bottom of the Adriatic when the sea disappeared, and was refloated when the sea returned.
The first of these two stories, about events at Alexandria, shows some variations. Theophanes puts events in an illogical order. He begins with ships being thrown into the courtyards, then he moves on to those who were leaving because of the earthquake but saw that the water had retreated and ran to plunder the boats which were on dry land. The waters returned and drowned them. The suggestion is that one wave threw the boats ashore, then another later wave killed the plunderers. More than one destructive wave is likely in a tsunami;s7 but it does not make sense that those fleeing the earthquake (possibly an hour before the tsunami) would have been struck by the fact that boats were inland. The most plausible explanation is that his source had ships lifted by the wave and left on dry land (anri ~rqpCq) by the wave as the 'headline' to the account. Only then did its main narrative begin with the initial reflux found in all the other sources: the sea's retreat left boats in the harbour, which was now dry (T& nhoitc inti rlg ?rqpoq). Theophanes seems to have confused the headline narrative, describing the final effects, with the fuller one. George the Monk has events in their true order. The harbour was drained by the reflux; people were drawn by the sheer wonder of the sight of the sea's disappearance and the ships left as if on dry land (Nog ri ~rpoq); consequently they were drowned.
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In my view the close verbal parallels of (a-e), detailed in Table 2 , demonstrate that Theophanes has muddled the context, although those at the beginning are obviously too formulaic to prove a common source. The one major contradiction between the stories (Theophanes' looters against George's wondering spectators) can then be explained as differing choices of alternative explanations in the source.58 The distance between the two versions should not be underestimated. Plainly they do not share a source unmediated, but they do tend to complement each other. Theophanes said that the disaster was worldwide (a), whereas George later in his narrative gives a lengthy and over-comprehensive list of places throughout the known world affected by the earthquake and tsunami (f-g). George omits the boats which were thrown over the walls in Alexandria and which have led Theophanes to confusion, but gives other examples of vessels being thrown inland at a more logical point in the narrative.
This is followed in
The ... mareque dispulsum retro fluctibus euolutis abscessit, ut retecta uoragine profundorum species natantium multiformes limo cernerentur haerentes, ualliumque uastitates et montium, tunc, ut opinari dabatur, suspicerent radios solis, quos primigenia rerum sub immensis gurgitibus amendauit. ... And the sea was driven away, its waves were rolled back, and it disappeared, so that the abyss of the depths was uncovered and many-shaped varieties of sea-creatures were seen stuck in the slime; the great wastes of those valleys and mountains, which the very creation had dismissed below the vast whirlpools, at that moment, as it was given to be believed, looked up at the sun's rays.
The science-fictional quality of this description may blind us to its originality. It is a remarkable choice to focus on the paradox of swimming things lying in the mud and to imagine that there should be a concealed and inhabited other world of mountains and valleys under the water. Ammianus preserves the universalizing nature of his narrative by not adopting the perspective of a viewer in a particular port. This does not mean that his narrative does not suggest viewers. They are undoubtedly assumed in the word cernerentur;61 the personification with which the underwater valleys and mountains looked up (suspicerent) at the sun also raises the same problem of the viewer. The problem is partially answered in the parenthetical phrase ut opinari dabatur. However much concealed behind the passive voice, the suggestion of cernerentur and ut opinari dabatur is that people had seen the depths of the sea uncovered, in which case it is obvious to think of the sailors in Theophanes who landed on the sea bed. 60 Apart from the impossibility of Ammianus being available in Byzantium as late as the ninth century, Theophanes would have needed to combine him with another detailed source: plainly any source which had the details in Theophanes would also have those which could be found in Ammianus.
The reading of our main manuscript, V, is cernebantur, and though cernerentur, the reading of Gelenius (G), may represent the lost Hersfeldensis (M), it is as likely to come from Accursius' edition (A). The indicative is supported by S. Blomgren, De sermone
Ammiani Marcellini quaestiones variae (1937), 56-7, on the analogy of 21.6.9, where Ammianus has used the indicative in a result clause. In this case, however, a later subordinated verb (suspicerent) is in the subjunctive, and whereas one might be unsurprised at an author forgetting the subordination in a long sentence, one should not expect it to be forgotten and then remembered later in the sentence. Easier to suppose that cernerentur has been corrupted to cernebantur because of the nearby dabatur.
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This is not the only possible interpretation of the passage. An alternative paraphrase might run thus: 'the sea disappeared and firstly (from the shore), marine animals were seen writhing in the mud, secondly (in the open sea) mountains and valleys beheld the sun's rays for the first time -so one might believe.' The narrative does not, therefore, presume viewers in the midst of the sea. There are two problems with this alternative interpretation. Firstly, the words retecta uoragine profundorum imply only with difficulty that the creatures were seen only near the shore. Secondly, a weak translation of ut opinari dabatur, 'one may believe', which takes dabatur as impersonal, as equivalent to licebat, is certainly not impossible;62 however, it does miss out on a nuance achieved by taking dabatur naturally, as the passive of a verb of giving, 'it was given (by some one or some people) to be believed'. That an agent is implied is certainly supported by the usage elsewhere in the Res Gestae, which suggests a sense roughly on the lines that 'people inferred from ( It is only at the end of his account that Ammianus moves from a succession of vivid and imprecise pictures to specific locations. He tells us that boats were flung on to the roofs of houses in Alexandria, the detail with which, by contrast, Theophanes begins the story: an irony, if much of the prior narrative has been Alexandrian events disguised. The final image is more precise, more close up, and more authoritative. Ammianus had seen a Laconian vessel thrown nearly two miles inland near Methone. Unlike George's report of ships thrown ioo stades on to the sides of mountains, this figure can be given credence.
If Ammianus is indeed referring to stories which are the ancestors of those found in Theophanes and George, as parallels in the narrative suggest and linguistic similarities seem to confirm, it is not the relationship of dependence familiar from much source criticism. Ammianus' relationship is one of allusion and manipulation. He uses the fanciful story that boats landed on the sea bed without crediting it, or localizing itcontrast the astonishing but veracious detail of the boat cast inland near Methone, backed up by his own testimony. He also turns Alexandrian material into something of much more general application. Those contemporaries who observed the source of the stories would have seen that they had been appropriated in order to express a forceful and novel imagery. The narrative was wrested away from its origins, to become, paradoxically, at once more rational and more universalizing. Whilst fewer inscriptional source texts survive for Ammianus, there are many more panegyrics, letters, invectives, and laws extant that may have influenced himindeed Ammianus could offer insights into how historians in earlier periods used documents. knowledge of the poem, but careful examination shows that similarities between the poem and his description of the obelisk's erection go beyond the fortuitous. The conclusion must be purposeful repression, varyingly visible to different readers:69 similarly here, except that the source that is manipulated, altered, and contradicted is one reconstructed from neglected later chronicles rather than one more conventionally available. Some may find such a reconstruction hard to accept, or that the facts are explicable in other ways. But one consequence will stand in any case, that Ammianus offers a dramatized, rhetorical, and elusive account of the tsunami, which nevertheless maintains for modern readers the semblance of comprehension and balance, in contrast to other sources.
III. AUTOPSY AND THE HISTORIAN
This contrast between Ammianus and other sources is matched by the way the historian concludes the narrative and the book with his own eyewitness testimony, in the claim that when he had later passed near the town of Methone, he had seen a ship which had been tossed nearly two miles inland and which yawned apart from long decay. The reader passes from ships to a ship to the rottenness of the ship's timbers; from Laconia to Methone to Ammianus; from things seen from uncertain perspectives by undetermined viewers, to something seen from the authoritative perspective of the historian. Ammianus makes a display of his particular ability to provide an authoritative account.
It can be expected that the presence of autopsy in ancient historians is related to their claim to particular authority in describing their own period. Unusually, the first person narratives in the earlier part of Ammianus' surviving books blend long and thrilling personal memoir into classical historiography, and scholars have concluded that a writer who tells us more about himself than any extant Latin historian save Caesar (a different case), and does so in a strikingly individual fashion, can and should be approached from a biographical standpoint.7
But his self-revelation is in fact limited and calculated. the personification of the elements, the people caught up in the disaster are rendered in oblique cases and are presented as puppets, wandering ('palantibus plurimis') unaware of what they were doing or why, deprived of motivation or purpose, and altogether passive. When they are killed they are given the dehumanizing epithet of 'exanimata ... corpora', bodies with the life removed. It seems likely (not least from some of the stories attached to this event) that Mediterranean populations had sufficient experience or folkknowledge of tsunamis to know to run away inland rather than on to the sea bed; it is probable too that some of those who were sighted walking on the sea bed were sailors whose ships had run violently aground near the shore, and who therefore had no choice in the matter. But Ammianus focuses entirely on the most hapless victims imaginable, those who thought that when the sea disappeared it would never come back. The disaster is not only made unique, but also, in several senses, universal. The earthquake shakes the whole world. Until the very end, the narrative is geographically unfixed; not only are no place-names given, but the perspective constantly shifts. Ammianus presents a series of fragmentary and changing images. Some are the product of imagination: the otherworldly landscape existing under the waves, or, a brilliant detail, the paltry remains of the waters ('exiguas undarum reliquias') -no other author mentioned the puddles left behind by the vanishing sea. Other images, such as the boats run aground in mid-sea or in harbour, imply sources, but transform them. It is almost impossible to tell the fragments apart or know through whose eyes the reader is seeing them. Attention is drawn to the concept of seeing, but the point from which things are seen seems constantly to change. Seeing is always put in the passive -cernerentur, uisae sunt -and who sees is never mentioned (indeed, as I suggested in Section II, it is visibly suppressed). So the tsunami has universal applicability.
The features of this narrative that I have detailed up to now all go to suggest the possibility of meanings beyond the literal: the portrayal of the tsunami as a worldwide event, the use of autopsy, the carefully manufactured final position in the book, the other sources' habit of using the earthquake and the tsunami as divine signs or warnings. The complexity of the writing may rule out simple allegory, or a single obvious and unsubtle purpose, of the sort that can be detected in many of the other sources. But as in 
